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Remarks 

This Amendment responds to the non-final Office Action ("the Action") mailed March 9, 
2007, Reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested in view of the foregoing 
amendments and following remarks. Claims 1-12, 17-25, 30, 39, 40, and 45-52 are pending in 
the application. Claims 13-16, 26-29, 31-38, and 41-44 have been canceled without prejudice. 
No claims have been allowed. Claims 1 and 18 are independent. 

CitedArt 

US. Patent App. Pub. No. 2003/0053541 to Sun et al. ("Sun") is entitled "Adaptive 
Filtering Based upon Boundary Strength." 

U.S. Patent App. Pub. No. 2003/005371 1 to Kim ("Kim") is entitled "Reducing Blocking 
and Ringing Artifacts in Low-Bit-Rate Coding." 



Amendments 

Editorial amendments have been made to claims 1-4 and 18. Claims 45-52 have been 
added. No new matter has been added. 

Rejections Under 35 Z7.&G § 102 over Sun 
The Action rejects claims 1, 5-6, 8-12, 17-19, 21-25, 30, 39, and 40 under 35 U.S.C 
§ 102(e) as being anticipated by Sun. Applicants respectfully submit the claims in their present 
form are allowable over the cited art. For a 1 02(e) rejection to be proper, the cited art must show 
each and every element as set forth in a claim. [See MPEP § 2131.01.] However, the cited art 
does not describe each and every element Accordingly, Applicants request that all rejections be 
withdrawn. Claims 1 and 1 8 are independent. 

Claim 18 

Claim 1 8, as amended, recites: 

adjusting, based at least in part upon the available processing capability 
and the control information, the post-processing filtering to be performed on the 
decoded video data; 
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[Emphasis added.] Some examples of adjustment based on processing capability as well as 
control information are given in the Application beginning on page 25 : 

Another type of control information indicates a post-processing level (i.e., 

strength) of de-blocking, de-ringing, and/or other filtering If the author 

indicates post-processing level 3 for a given video frame, the decoder may apply 
post-processing of level 0, I t 2 r or 3 to the given frame, but not 4 or higher. This 
approach provides some flexibility. If a software decoder doe$ not have enough 
CPU cycles available to apply level 3 for the frame, it may only apply level 2, etc. 
At the same time, using a maximum allowed level achieves the main goal - 
ensuring that the video will never be excessively blurred by post-processing. . . . 

[]Or, the control information represents minimum allowed levels. This is 
useful when the author wants to guarantee that at least a minimum level of post- 
processing filtering is applied, for example, for very low bitrate video, 

[Application, at page 25, line 17 to page 26, line 12; emphasis added.] 

Sun describes using motion compensation information to determine when to skip 

filtering. [Sun, at paragraph 0028.] Even if, for the sake of argument, such information were 

considered to be signaled control information, Sun 's skipping of filtering based on such 

information does not teach or suggest "adjusting, based at least in part upon the available 

processing capability and control information, the post-processing filtering to be performed on 

the decoded video data, " as, inter alia, it does not disclose consideration of available processing 

capability. In its rejection of claim 1 8, the Action cites to block 94 of Figure 5 of Sun, labeled 

"Post Filter" as well as paragraph 0028, which states: 

The motion estimation and compensation information available during 
video coding are used to determine when to skip deblock filtering in boxes 78, 90 
and/or 94. Since these coding parameters are already generated during the 
encoding and decoding process, there are no additional coding parameters that 
have to be generated or transmitted specially for skip mode filtering. 

[Sun, at paragraph 0028.] Thus, Sun's system uses motion estimation and compensation 

information to decide whether or not to skip filtering. Sun then goes on to discuss to discuss a 

process of skipping filtering at Figure 6, and accompanying text: 

FIG. 6 shows is further detail how skip mode filtering may be used in the 

filters 78, 90, and/or 94 in the encoder and decoder in FIG. 5 It is first 

determined whether the two adjacent blocks j and k have the same motion vector 
pointing to the same reference frame. . . . 

It is then determined whether the residual coefficients for the two adjacent 
blocks are similar. If there is no significant difference between the image 
residuals of the adjacent blocks, . . . then the deblock filtering process in box 104 
is skipped. ... 
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In one embodiment, only the reference frame and motion vector 
information for the adfacent image blocks are used to determine block skipping. 
In another embodiment, only the D.C. and/or AC residual coefficients are used 
to determine block skipping. In another embodiment, the motion vector, reference 
frame and residual coefficients are all used to determine block skipping. 

[Sun, at paragraph 0029-003 1; emphasis added.] As this passage shows, while Sun describes the 
skipping of deblocking filtering, it teaches determination of a need to skip filtering based only on 
information found in the blocks. Even if Sun's skipping of filtering is taken to imply "adjusting," 
Sun does not describe determining this skipping "based at least in part upon the available 
processing capability" as recited in claim 18, as Sun's skipping decision uses contextual 
information for the blocks themselves. 

For at least these reasons, Sun does not teach or suggest the above-recited language of 
claim 18 and thus does not describe each and every element of claim 18. Claim 18, as well as 
claims 19, 21-25 and 30, which depend from claim 18, are thus allowable and Applicants request 
their allowance. 



Claim 1, as amended, recites: 

wherein the control information facilitates adjustment by a decoder of the 
post-processing filtering, the adjustment based at least in part on processing 
capability available to the decoder. 

[Emphasis added.] In its rejection of claim 1, the Action cites to paragraph 0028 of Sun, stating 

'the output of the coding parameters unit provides the control information for post processing." 

[Action, at §4, page 3-] Thus, for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to the "based 

at least in part upon the available processing capability 9 language of claim 18, Sun does not 

teach or suggest at least the above-emphasized language of claim 1 and thus does not describe 

each and every element of claim 1. Claim 1, as well as claims 5-6, 8-12, 17, 39, and 40, which 

depend from claim 1, are thus allowable and Applicants request their allowance. 



The Action rejects claims 2-4, 7, and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over 
Sun in view of Kim. To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be 
met. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in 



Claim 1 



Rejections under 35 O&C § 3 03(a) 



Page 9 of 1 1 



PAGE 10/35 * RCVD AT 6/1 112007 7:38:02 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-5/9 * DNIS:27383Q0 * CSID: * DURATION (mm-ss):07-56 



06-1 1-07; 16:49 



# 11/ 35 



RCP;vj 5 06/11/07 671478 306570.01 
PATENT 



Attorney Reference Number 3382-66954-01 
Application Number 10/680,072 



the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to 
combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. 
Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations. [&*, MPEP § 2142.] 

Each of claims 2-4, 7, and 20 depends from claim 1 or 1 8 and recites additional 
patentable language. In the interest of expediency, Applicants do not belabor the individual 
language of each claim but note that, for at least the reasons given above, Sun fails to teach or 
suggest each and every element of these dependent claims. Applicants do not find further 
disclosure in Kim, which is directed toward particular filtering implementations. [See, e.g., Kim, 
at Abstract.] 

For at least these reasons, the rejection of claims 2-4, 7, and 20 over the combination of 
Sun and Kim i$ improper and fails to establish prima facie obviousness according to the standard 
set forth in MPEP § 2142. Thus, Applicants respectfully note that claims 2-4, 7, and 20 are 
allowable. Applicants respectfully request their allowance. 



New claims 45-52 each depend from one of claims 1 or 1 8. In the interest of expediency, 
Applicants do not belabor the individual language of each claim but note that, for at least the 
reasons given above, neither Sun nor Kim, taken either separately or in combination, teaches or 
suggests each and every element of these claims. Applicants therefore request the allowance of 
claims 45-52. 



If any issues remain, the Examiner is formally requested to contact the undersigned 
attorney prior to issuance of the next Office Action in order to arrange a telephonic interview. It 
is believed that a brief discussion of the merits of the present application may expedite 
prosecution. Applicants submit the foregoing formal Amendment so that the Examiner may 
fully evaluate Applicants' position, thereby enabling the interview to be more focused. 

This request is being submitted under MPEP § 713.01, which indicates that an interview 
may be arranged in advance by a written request. 



Patentability of New Claim 45-52 



Request for Interview 



Page 10 of 11 



PAGE 11/35 * RCVD AT 6/11/2007 7:38:02 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-5/9 " DNIS:2738300 * CSID: * DURATION (mm-ss):07-56 



06-11-07; 16:49 



# 12/ 35 



RCFivjs 06/11/07 67147ft 306570.01 
PATENT 



Attorney Reference Number 3382-66954-01 
Application Number 10/680,072 



Conclusion 

The claims in their present form should now be allowable. Such action is respectfully 
requested. 



One World Trade Center, Suite 1 600 
121 S.W. Salmon Street 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
Telephone: (503)595-5300 
Facsimile: (503) 595-5301 



Respectfully submitted, 
KLARQUIST SPARKMAN, LLP 



By 




KyleXRjnehart 
Registration No. 47,027 
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